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>ABSTRACT 

p - One oJ the situations in which the child spprids much 

^rtime is informal^ . outdoor play, settings .Much of this, tima is spent ^ 
Citi? spontanrf&usv^play in neighborhoods , around^ the^ dwelling unit/ apd 

on designated playgrounds . Unstructured and spontaneous play iB J^n-^ 
Simpor'tant part of a^child^s developmentv It is through unstructured/ 
Schild^init iat#d play that the child is^most of ten f ree Vto eKplore, to 

test V and to learn from feedback from the enyi roninent .^Thi s paper t 
i( 1 ) reviews the current major theory of play 

:(2) reviews the current research on play envir©nffientsrand^( 3 )f looks 
^at somieV: ideas fer the : 
J;bn-rthat, research. The basic questions asked arei j[l) What is known 
^f riffiithe^ s f Ic 1 iteratUre about J th among the phys ieal 

envi ronment ^ children ^s play behavior^ subseguent development? 

gMd>^C2^^^ lire: ;the f ihdiiigs ^^pla^ are ^they used: in ^ 

fapplrleations to environmental^ and ^design? vln.^ 

^invest igkt^ing these quest ions./^^^^ 

JplaygrdundS^ andf neighborhood play spaces and; comparisons "made 
^the Itwo; kleven iriew implications for environmental, policy and for the 
:^planning and design of play environments ^ based on fche; research, are 
offered. A 7^page bibliography, 6 tables/ and 11 figures are 
iihcluded. (JHK) ' - 
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• f^:,- ■• ;-- r ■ . ■ • -■ ■ . ■ ■■ , ■„ ..... ^ .■■ ; " 

. \i . . , . •■ -2 ■ ■ , .■ ■ ■ " ' ■ 

INTRODUCTION ' " - . • . . * .. \ 

The purposes of this paper ane three-fold. > Firsts to review the current. ^ 
major tlteory of play and pi ay .environments. Seccjndi and. most importantly, to : - 
review the current state of the art on research on play environments^ Thfr^^ ' 
to look at some ideas for the planning and design of play environments based 
on that research* Ttie basic questions m are asking, arei What do v/e know 
from the scientific' 1 Iterature about the relations between the physical ^ 
environment, children's play behayior, and subsequent. development? How do v/e 
explain the findings, and /how; do we use them in appl icatloiis to envirojimental > 
policy, pllnning, and design? In investigating these questions, we ^will look /. 
at bo t,h designated /playgrounds and neighborhood play spaces, along with making 
comparisons between" the two* 

^ ? . , , . ^. . . 

/Definitions ^ . 
f First a pair of definitions. Play. ,as talked abaut in the ,^ 

;^hnd-envifonmerit literature i€ very pdorly deflned^and used very: broadly. It ; 
tends to mean any and all spontaneour activity that is not adult directed but , 
initiated by the child or? children themselves. By environment is meant the 
physical environment, both the- designed and the natural environment at al l - 
scales from play structures ^ tq the entire urban fabric. ^ 

' OVERVIEW OF CHILb-ENVIRONMENT THEORV AS IT PERTAINS TO PLAY. ' ^ ■ 



I 



V - One of the situations in which the child: spends the most: time is // 
informal, outdoor play settfii^s. Children are the greatest users of^pubTj^ 
outdoor space, often using 1t at a ratio of '10 to L to adults :and spending^ 





^much greater^^^^^ (Cooper-Marcus, 197'4) . Much of this. 

time IS spint in spontaneous play in neighborhoods, dround /the dwel ling unit, : : 

and on designated playgrounds. How c^n we conceptualize the i^nportance of 

this time for the child? : ■ ^ \' ■ ^ 

• • » . ■ • • • • 

Toward- an Interactional-EcoTogical Theory of Child-EnvlrQnrnent Relations 
. It is a truism to say that \unstructuirid and spontaneous play 1s. an 

Impo^rtant part of ;developme (Qarvey, '1977| Piaget, 1951^ Singer, 1973; 
\;Herrbn & Sutton-Smith, ^ It is through unstructured, clilld^in 

^ ptay that Ihe/ch'ild is|often most free to explore/ to test , and to learn from^ ' 
^ feedback from the. ertvironment , Thl s is the instruinental view or value of play. 
/\ f4any theories of child dgvelopfflent have extolled. the value of the 
^chiid-s interaction with his or her enviroiiTOnt (cf* Herron & Sutton-Smith, 
*197V), ' I clon't need to summartie them here^ except to remind us of a few 
features of orie of the most promirient and widely fol lowed ^theonjes that bears 

' on the role of ' the' ehvironment • - . ^ : - ^ 

\ In Pi'agetU: tliior^ (e* g*V -Pi^get , 1951 r cf . review in Hart &Moore^ / - 
1973) , there arr four functional invarients^ or biological ^givehs' / 
adaptation, assimi lation, accoinmodation, and equilibration, ; Praget hold's that 
- the child is consistently adapti ng to the world and thus to the. physical 

environment in an active,' not passive way., This adagtation^-which, also — ' 
^ Involyes changi ng the environment-- ii the-wel Wspring of development, or Its 



motivation* Development is modolated by two opposing but complimentary - 
forces — asiimi lation and accon^FTodatlon., Assimi lation is the changing and -'.^^'^"^ 

Incorporation.of iTiformatlbn into the chi Id's schemes- -_or structlires--of ; '-^f. . 

\ - ' . ' ^ ' ' 

thinking andXbehaving, while accommodation is^the changing of the structures 

to partially coriform to, or Account for, the new information* Infov^mation, in 




its brcTadest meaning, comes ffom the environment", .that is, from, al 1 . that i.s 

.. ; . , •. ' , ■■ ,■ ^ \ ... ■ . ; ' ■ 

outside the organism. Thus the child and the environment ar^in a delicate 
balance, jilmost a dance, with Ithe ckild both altering i.nfonnatidn and . 
experiences so they wil 1 fit with eKistIng Ideas (selective attentidn,k- 
selective hearing., selective meanlngi etc*), whilf simultaneously altering hi 
0^^ her cagnitive Structures to cWorm to the infonnation. . When these 
reciprocal ^nd complementary functions of wslmilation and 'accommodation are' 
in baiancev Piaget refers to, this as egui 1 ibratibh ^ Equi 1 Ibration occurs, 
then, when there Is a balance between schemes and information from the 
environment. These periods of equilibration are4he major cognitive 5 
structures so. f ami 1 iar 1n'R1aget*s theory. But true equilibration occurs for 
only very short periods of time/ for the driving force of adapt Jtion wi 1 1 i 
insure that the child seeks out and is confronted with new information or . 
experiences only too ready to challenge ^and topple--Qr d1sequilibriate--the " 
stastyS of existing ideas, *^ : i . , 

While Waget'*k. work has oee^ most notable for Its focus on cognitive : 
rs true tu res andy the processes of cognftlve divelopment, we must not/lose sight; 
of motor and s oc i a 1 ^ emot i ona 1 ;de ve 1 dpmen t y both - of wh i cli proceed in much the 
same manner. Piaget himself has dealt with both, showing the role of - ' 
sensori-motor .d|velopment and sensori-motor schemes; in the ^foundation of 
CQgnitive^dAyelopment and sh^^^ some fascinating interactions between 
intellectual and sQcial develppifient I n h i s ^94^ College de FranGe. lectures 

(Piaget,; igea) . , ■ , ; ' ■ • • 

In the case of play and I ts^ specif ic role in development, praqmatists 
(Kike equiprnent manufacturers, most .school boards, and many playground ; 
designers)^stress motor play and motor development^ whi le It may seem that 



most tHeoriitef %tri; ^ ^rritl*^?:. deveUipment Recent writers .have -however 
tr^ied to glW/?» «i 'ori' i bv^iance to all threi major- areas of-developinent 
(Singerir lSf3i Qaj :a^, 197;; ^r-loore^ Cohen, Otrtel & Van Ryzin, 1979; Rubin, 

-1980) V and. it 1 thvs boil^.^tfc view we must adopt when considering research 
and the.dessvgn gf plfe ^^ivironments. „ - 

My we-^^ hat >0ien attempting to articulate and test a Pi agati an-basid 
theory of Qhif .^^nv"^TO^ relations (Moore^ in press)'. From the above* we 
have seen §#yfff^ of the major propositions of the theory, including a notion ^ 
central to our work, namely that of the laitegral afid rtciprocal i nteractlon of 
the child ^nd the environment/^ But this theoretical notion would lead us not 
only to expect the child to develop as a function of new information 0; 
{.asSimi 1 at ion and accommodation) but also to change the env.ironment, both 

-through cognitivily changing it. {thinking about it differently) and^physically 
changing it (constructing one's own play spaces)* Wf see both developmental 

^ change and environmental change as integral to development, that i Ss the're may 
be;a more complex feedback^ system operating than that proposed by Piaget— the 
mutual change or developoment of both the child and the environment, and the 
interaction between cfianging the environment and further development* _ . . 

List we fall into an environmental -deterministic position (as implicitly 
many planners and designers do) , we should also' remember that the 
"environment^' impinging on child development is "not only the physical or 
designed environment but also the social and cultural environment/ In other ^ 
words; we may say that tlia child: and. the total socijD-physical envir^ are 
unite'd in a complix ecology* : This would^^lead us to. hypothesize th'at the 
interactions between "the -social and^ the .physical environment, may be more 
important to the -child's experience and to~development than either taken in^^^ 



^ ^ f sola t ion* ; This i s just one. of 'the tlieoretical: deductions from this 
. interactlondl-ecologlcal theory of chl Id'tnvir'onment relations, currently being 
.-.invastigatad (see Mobre, 1983a, 1983b), . ■ . . ^ ^ , 

RESEm^li ON PUY AND PLAY^ ENVIROIW^ ■ 

. -If the child develops thrpugh feedback from interactions v/1th the 
environment, then it fol lows that the character of the physlcaV s^^ 
- aval Table for spo'itaneous play would -be e)<pected to af fect the types a^ 
, " .degrge of interaction In which the child engages. ; . : 

■ The question arises* then, what do we currently know about ^ the effects 

...of the^s^hysical sett f ng of play on child behavior and development? ^ 

Stildies have been reported in the research literature on various aspects 
of chlld-environmintyrelations from, the geographic scale (e.g., the work- of 
Har^ :1977) to the child's, home (the work of Parke; 1978). Most^tudies off ^ 
play, however^ do not differentiate between indoor and outdoor ;sett1ngs. : For; 
pragmatic ;reasohs they have tended to; be conducted in indoor sett^ngs^,: and^ . 
/ " preschool s in particulair, f Dr> example / those those reporteid tn Ga^vey ( 1977)^ 
Hillar (1968)* and Rubin (1980).; The investigatlori of setting differences; In 
-play (between dif ftrent, bui Idingi or between outdoor versus :1ndoor settings) 
f^has received only scant attention (Krasnor 4 Pepler, 1980) . . Most -studies 



^^5^=^rep the Jell lid deyelbpinent 1 i terature f ocus on the number: of materials, 

. : the types of toys^avt.iTab.le,._and im^al :aspectc of ^the play enyironmentV 



;., %x without, paying attention to possible effects qf the molar physical v. ; 

J ^^^^^^ .^^^^^^^^^^^ and architectural env*ironment (e, gl,. see the 



latest "New pirections In Chi Id b§ve Vopment" sourceOoqk—Rubin, :19S0)., ;:;;;^;H 



Interpretative sei^nca model* . - ' ; / , ' J 

; ' Two find ijigs that have been repl icated many times are that children are 
the - greatestjjustrl^of . pubj ic ou i^pace (Bjokl i d-Chu ^ 1977; ^Cooper-Marcus, 

1974; R^Moorfe-Sj young J 1978) jWhi le only as little as 15% of thi s time is 
%peht: at designated pi ^ :(AusTancfer5: Juhasz & Carrusco , 1977| 

capper-Marcus, 1974; Hojle, 1966). ; ; ; - i 

Wii will therefore Hr St look at designated pi aygrq ^ and then at the 
remainder of public outdoor play space.. 



Research on the Impacts of Designated PI aygrounds on Chi Id Development ' 
- . : In the past ten to f if teen years * there has" been a renewed i n teres t^1 n~ 
the design of chi Idrefi * s pi ay en vironments- and on the -impact s of des ign^on=.#;^ 
behavior. Two arch i tee ts--Fr1 edberg (1969; 19 75; Fri edberg & Berkeley ( 1970) 



is 



despit.^ ".e'se caveats, there is sorpe good[ new*;. Studies have been . 
conducted on children's spontaneous play as a f unction of; the character of 
different types of outdoor environments, for example the edited volume's by 
Altman and Woiilwil 1 (1973) , Baird and Lutkus (19??), and Weinstein and David 
(in press)* The literature. can be seen to f al 1 into two setsi (1) designated 
playgrQurids; and (.2) neighborhood contexts, : ^ 

While, it may stem the^i are numerous studies of children's behavior in 
pi ay environments, there is consldirably more rhetdric and anecdotal reporting 
on the subject than there i s clear ev careful methodglogy. . 

.elaoorated*^Qn this t'w^ years ago at the Washington EORA arid Childhood City v 
meetings (Moore^ 1981) s and don' t. need to go into it. at this time* -Is is^alsci^ 
fair to say^ f oHowing Bri an Sutton.-Smith'p dichotomy ''elsewhere in this 
volume, that the ctreful work follow model and not the J 




and Dattner ( 1969 )--weri early foreruiiners =in the d 

f aciXi tiesv. and their deilgns and wri tings h aye led to important new ideas; 
=and to much criticism. Friidberg argued for what he called "linked play," 
play among all age groups^ Including adults and the elderly^ and argued that 
complexity and wide potential choice w1 1 1 stimulate 1 inked play behavior; 
Dattner saw pi afy as a ch lid's way of 1 earning and argued for increasing the 
numbpr of Interactive possibilities between the child and the anvlrohment; 
But neither desig"ner made provision fors^itheir designs to be evaluated--what 
are how cal led. "post-occupancy evaluations" /(Moore, 1982 )-?-and their processes 
of design^ere 'intuitive and the product -assessed at best by subjective^ 
casual observations^ if at al 1. { Dennan^. 1974)» ' / . ' : • 

At the same t line ^ there 1 s j n th i s country a continuing plethora of 
traditional ly styled playgrounds compri sed of 'pi ay equipment selected from Qne 
or more of the available" manufacturir's catalogu traditional 
playgrounds have been touched by neither dtsignir nor scientist- Much of the 
cureent 1 1 terature;. on children's play; en vironnrents seems to be- a reaction to. 
and aegative criticism of these traditional playgrounds (e.g. , vFrost & Klein, 
1979). - ... . . - / 

Several s.tudies/have looked at chtidren's preferences for and uses of 
different manufactured play equipment. Hutlnger (1955) found Increased in 
upper body strength in third-grade chi Idren after playing on horizontal J adder 



play equipment . Morri s (1955) found similar results with children from grades ■^''m 
l^.^to 3^* on a v/1 de vari ety of gymnastics«l i ke pi ayground equipment* v^^^ 
i(Jl9Z6:)^.lfound more use'of horizontal bars than other types of equipment. *j 
Haywandv Rothenberg , and Beasley (1.974) , Brower and Wi 1 liamson/( 1974) , and -r^:-^^. 
Brown (1980) found , however, that movable equipment i s preferred and used more r;: 



than static equipment. Brown ( 1980) ound, furthermore^ that multi-functional 
pl ay Structures promote more use and moderately more socialy language, and 
:motor behaviors then single use equipment . Gabbard ( nJd* ) has founds however ^ 
that after the second-grade year, play activity on all forms of traditional 
play equipment decreases at^lncreas.lng rates.: " • . 

Whereas these above studies have looked at mahufactured play equlpment,^ 
another set of studies have been conducted on cariceptual aspects of play 
environments, Callecod (J974) found that third-grade children oyerv^helmlngly^ 
prefer and use playgrounds with high degrees of "challengej'- "noveltyj'' and 
"complexlt^^^" characteristics that according to Berlyne (1960) and Ellis 
(1973) should increase arousal aind promote'^exploratory behavloV. Similarily^ 
Krudlnier (1^78)^ foundnnore imaginative play in more "encapsulated" outdoor 
play settings. Some of our-»Qwn work^ as yet unreported has shown that play 
environments high also in loose parts" lead to' more cognitive^ 
social-cogni ti ve^ and cognitive-motor play than settings lower In ""loose 
^parts*" . ■ V - . ■ ■ ■-. ^. ^ -/ - ^ \ 

, . I consider these latter studies much more interesting than the equipment 
studies for two reasons, and "much .more pregnant with both future research and 
design possib^l1tie''s. They begin to telT us about the qual 1 ty of the - 
envjronn^r^t related to play and to development, that is, not just what happens 
I vi s a vi S- a part icul ar piece of equipment, but how development^ 1 s rel ated to 
design qual ity of play environments.. Admittedly^ the independent' variables 
are constructs compriied-ofnnany specific variables, but rating scales were 
developeB^ in al 1 tfiree studies in order to provide rel labil ity for the 
environmental measurements. Further, the resul t ing constructs are c loser to 4n 
the language of design and thus can lead more^readily^to .translation and 
appl i cat ion* 



■Contif^'ng lip thi conceptuaf hierarchy to. still broader>c6nstructs, a 
set'of studies has»Jooked at' tradii.ional versus deiigned. (or, so-called but ' 
misnamed, "creative**) p'laygrdundr. El 1 is ^1970). and Frost and krein (1979) 
\have provided stething critiques of traditional playgrounds relative to 
designed ones. Ellis ( 1970) intoned, "Playgrounds Jn general are dupHcated 
from site to site in a monotony of itereotyped apftaratus designed to catch the 
adulfc^Saeye," (p* 3) and that traditional playgrounds are "no more thanra , . 
1 ar'ge-comblnation of 1 arge playthings placed together - (to) provide. ; ' 
opportunities for gross motor activity by simulat-tng,' in galvanized steel, 
some primitive jungle setting" (prl37). Frost 'and Klein ( 1979) added, ' 
"Typical ly the American playground is a collection of single-functTon 
equipment- -merry- go- , \ , - 

round, see-sawSj jungle gyms, slides, and sw1ngs--designed primari ly f or 
ekerclse" (p, 46), And^ in his opening remarks to thi s conference, Joe .Frost - 
used the terms "fixed steelf- single function structures * v)lth a ^ 
sp6rts/exerc^se^ex5lusiye meota 

What does the researcfi 1 iter ature say about the differences between ^ 
traditional and designed play environments? Whjle Brown (1980) noted no 
differences on a range of social^^ language, and motor behaviors between more 
versus less contempQrary designed\^^^^^^ (1978) 
Strickland ( 1979) ; Hayward et aU (.1974) , and Gabbor (n,.d;) all f o.und greater, 
longer^ and mort varied use. of contemporary designed playgrounds than ^ 
traditional playgrounds,- -S trick land\^( 19 79) also, found more comple^' cognitive 
and social play behaviors on^ the -designed playgrounds*^ '^^^h^: 

Another line of research on designated pi aygrounds--and tlie last to be . 

. - ~ ' . ' 

reviewed here--has lookedr.at adventure playgrounds built by children " 



themselves- This notion has been prominent in much of the 1 i terkure.raird >t|/v^^l|^ 
discussions about^chi Idren' s play arid play settings*^ The argument is that<%{t:Sttt 
children will engage in more developmental ly supportive behaviors on ,adventure:1'J7^. 
playgrounds (those with loose parts for the children to build their own playlV-r^^ 



environment) than on traditional or even contemporary playgrounds (Cooper,--"; 
^970i Nicholson, 1971; Spencer^ Tuxford & Dennis, 19647. 

, Though not* made explicit in -the literature on adventure playgrounds, the.'^''t!ff 
implicit theory behind them is essentially (if infonnaVly) Piagetian. It is ''^^Jfl 
believed by its proponents that, "Chi Idren love to interact \?ith variables^M^^^^^^ 
such as materials and ^hapes; smells and other physical phenomena, such as 
electricity ,-magnetism, and-gruvityj ncdia such as gases and fluids; sounds, 
music and motion; chemical \nteractions, cooking, and firepand other humans 3^i|?ti?^ 



and animals, plants, words, concepts, and ideas'\(Nicholsoh, 1971, p. 30) ./vJC?^ 

Adventure playgrounds began in the 1940s when the Danish landscape , €^^k^.f^0M 
architct, Sorenson, nbticed that childre^seemed to enjoy playing with 'the 
construction materials on playground sites* and seemed to qain more pleasure Hf/5:5f^' 
from this than from playing on the completed playground. The fir^t adventurer/*:^^^^^ 
playground was begun Jn. the Copenhagen suburb of Emdrup and is desc^i bed 'inVV'^^'^*'^'^^^*^ 



1951.-^Daals1i article by Sorenson '(1951) 



He and his f ollowers-^^oued that the ^greater the variety of experiencesi; 



available to a child in ttie formative years and the greater the opportunity^4'*'r^-S^ 



for creative and cons trjuctiv^ pi ay^ /the more ^rapi dv the development 



cogn1.tive».ski.lls (cf. Cooper, 1J7,0) r Nicholson (19 7-1) summed up the ] 
thedre t IcaT^pos it loti^when h e. s ta ted-^t'h j e oft-quoted hy pothes i s, "in an^:^''!!'^'^^^^ 
environment, both . the degree a1/^i^vinti veness and^ creati ^ ^^^y^h^^'/x^t^S:^ 

possibil i ty Of discovery, are d irectly^proport ional to the number and kfnd 'of'^^^^^^ 
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variabTes in it" (p. 31)* He calied this the '.'theory of loose parts," Other' 
exponents argued that the nature of constructive activities v/ith loose parts, 
would also lead to more copperatlve behavior among children (Aliens 1968; 
Benjamin, 1974; Lambert & Pearson, 1974), 

• Only four stud.ies have been reported in the literature that look at. the 
Issue at all empirically and c^^^fully, and the^^^ults are somewhat 
contradictory. Based on semi-structured observations. Cooper (1970) reported, 
a greater variety of actiyi ties/ ages, crass-age hiteractlon^ and group sizes 
on London adventure playgrounds than on comparable traditional playgrounds* 
She also rtepgrted two community benefits* reduction in neighborhood vandalism 
and greater community involvement. 

One of the few studies to compare traditional and alternative types of 
playgrounds was the wel Uknown and influMtdAL^itudy_by Hayward, Rothenberg, 
and Beasley (1974), They compared traditional equ1pmentv,pl^grounds,- 

con^temporary playgrounds, and adventure playgrounds designed^ by architects or 

^'v^^" . ^ ^ /■ \ ' ^ " . ^ : 

-landscape architects. Using, behavior mapping methods togither with behavior 

setting record^s and^ Interviews with a sample, of chi Idren, they found that 

children sperid more time arid engage in more cognitive play activities on ' 

■- . ' ■" -^1- — ^ . ^ ^ * . . . " ' " ^ 

adventure playgrounds than they db: on contempOT^iry or traditional 
playgrounds* While movable equipment was greatly preferred'over static 
equipment on the traditional playgrounds, mult.iple equipment Was preferred 
over lioiated items on. the contemporary sites and building and clubhouse 
activities were preferred at the adventure play settings. They also found, 
more adult participation with children on adventure playgrounds. Similar 
findings are reported In a less rigorous study by Thompson and Rittenhouse 

(1974),* Van Ryzin ( 1978) found, however, that the percentage of time spent In 

w .. .. 
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environmental manipulation (a measure of cognitive activity) was high (60-82% 
of the tinie on a sample of adventure playgrounds In London), but was 
independent of the amount of manlpulables present. Thus, while there is some 
support for the increased amount of cognitive play activities on adventure 
playgrounds relative to other types of designated playgrounds, it is not clear 
from these reported studies to what we attribute this cognitive ac'tivity: self 
selection, significant others involved in the setting, the character of the 

. — — 

physical setting or some combination of these factors* ^ 

Controlling somewhat for these factors through quasi-exderimental 
research pigocadures and the analysis of covariance (Moore, 1983d), one of our 
own as yet unreported studies has found that the greater incidence of 
cognitive, cognitive-social, cogni tive=motor and cooperative play activities . 
is related to the character of the physical settings, and to the amoujit of 
loose parts- ava44abl#- in part icul an, ^ - . . :^ . . : 

Research on the Impacts of Neighborhood PI ay Settings on Child Development 

It was mentioned earl ier that Whi le chi Idran are the griattst. users of 
public outdoor space, less that '15% of their tirne outdoors is spent on 
designated playgrounds* While the research literature reviewed above would 
suggest that more time might be. spent, and with greater benefits, if mora and 
especially more appropriate play environments ware provided (contamporary 
designed and adventure In. particular), the fact remains that the majority of 
children's time outdoors is spent on un-desigrtated settings. The claim, or 
hyposthesis, has been adv'anced, furthermore^ that children engage in a greater 
range of developmental ly support ive behaviors In neighborhoodl play sett inqs 
(front yards, corner lots, back alleys, etc), than on designated playgrounds . 
(Clay, 1971, 1972; Wood, 1976) . - \ 
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"Many observational studies have iieen conductid of children's play In 
everyday niighborhood settings and around the chnd*s dwelling unit. 
Researchers have looked at territorial range (Anderson & TindalU 1972; Coates 
& Bussard, 1974) and age .and gender differences in spatial use {Bjorklid-ChL% 
1977; Hart, 1977; Payne & Jones, 1977; Saegert & Hart, 1978) among other 
issues. 

The hypothesis that children prefer and make greater use of the everyday 
outdoor environment than designated playgrounds is supported by, a plethora of 
studies, 

Browlr ( 1977) found that^^cHi Idren* s play extends throughotut the _^ 
neighborhodd, with found spaces such as porches, sidewalks, curb areas, and 
stoops being the most heavily used* R, Moore (1900) found that natural areas 
account for over one-quarter of all favorite play places, while designed 
schoolyards and playgrounds account for less than 10 percent. Hart (1979) 
found that children prefer natural landscapes, that the spatial richness and 
meaning children attach to the environment is related to their access to 
natural areas and elements, and that children's experisnce and memory for 
places is related to their ability to modify their environment* Bishop and 
Foulsham (1973) found'that small scale elements in the environment such as 
kiosks, telephone booths, and vacant lots are favorite places. 

In a recent review, R, Moore and Young (1978) identified 34 studies 
relating to neighborhood play settings. One study (R, Moore, 1978) indicated, 
that of 72 environmental elements mentioned by chi Idren as favorite' play 
places, only two (the child's own home and streets) were mentioned by more 
than 50% of children. A similar study by Maurer and Baxter (1972) showed that 
chtldren emphasized homes, natural features, . and other built structures^ in 
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that order, iis being favorite play spaces. An analysis of six residential 
behavior mapping studies done in the peniod 1971 to 1977 (based on charts in 
Moore & Young, 1978) leads me to the conclusion ^hat, in general p^chi Idren's. 
favorite neighborhood play places are (1) paved areas (like streets, 
sidewalks, and paths)^ (2) front yards and porches, public open spaci = 
(Including woods, grassy areas, and open fields), and (3) backyards, with 
designated playgrounds again at the bottom of the list. 

It is therefore clear from these studies that children prefer and use 
informal neighborhood spaces as much as 6 to 1 over designated playgrounds and 
that they also prefer and use natural features and everyday urban features in " 
the environment more than specially built areas* 

While we can make conclusions about preferences and use from the 
research. 1 iterature, Hess Is known about. the jmpacts on children's 
development. In one study. Hart (1977) found that children's environmental 
learning is^ related .to_t_he^ amount of exploration po&sible of the surrounding 
envtronment and of- the terri tori aV i^anage children are permitted by^their 
parents. His own Work, plus earlier work by Anderson and Tlntfall (1972)^ have 
shown that territorial range in gender-related, little girls being given much ' 
less freedom to explore their environment and thus to learn about the^ 
environment, v , - / 

Comparison of Designated and Neighborhood Play Environments >w 

Another part" of one of our studies looked at the types of 
developmental ly-related play behaviors*, occurring in neighborhood settings in 
comparison to adventure pTaygrounds. This study is, as far as I know, the 
only one to empirical Ty compare designated playgrounds with informal 
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neighbarhood play spaces in terms of tIemonsLrating actual Impacts on behavior, 
not just chndren's stated preferences, A quas i-exptr1mental field study was 
conducted using observational instruments (Moore, 1983 c). Subjects were 
randomly selected from all children using the outdoor areasnDt an inner-city 
neighborhood during the summer of 1977 including those using an adventure 
playground in the heart of the neighborhood, Jhe children ranged from 3. years 
6 months to 14 yeans of age and wgre 99% black. Based on random space and 
time sampling, a total cf 391 observational cells were recorded, some 
involving as many as 30 children, so we observed over 6000 children at play, . 
A highly structured obsarvatlonal instrument--cal led a behavior map--was used 
to record all play behaviors in which the children were engaged (26 different 
behaviori) and where they occurred (31 different types of sett1ngs--see Figure 
1). . \ - ^ - " ^ 

Insert Figure 1 about here ^W-;. 

What we are finding is the follqwing: There are significantly more 
cognitive play behaviors on adventure playgrounds than In neighborhood play 
settings (40% of all behaviors observed on adventure playgrounds versus only . 
10% in. the neighborhd;od--see Table 1), Furthermore^ from 2 to as much as 10 
times more fantasy^ constructive, and cooperative pOay 1s evident. ^n adventure 
playgrounds (see Table 2) . 

<- 

Insert Table 1 about here 




Insert Table 2 about here 
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We are also finding a mort complex picture when v/e look at subject 
variables. The gender and/or age composition of grcups Involved 1n play 1s 
significantly related to five of the six categories of play we have studied 
(see Table 3, second and third columns). But in addition^ there are 
sign1f-icant interactions between the physical environmerit and both age and 
gender in afficting sociaUmotor and social-cognitive play (Table 3, fifth 
-4hrQUfh-se^enth-G0^iJmns)^— WhH 1n same-age and same-gender 

groups (75-84%), these findings indicate that mixed-age and mixed-gender 
groups engage In more social types of play in infonnal neighborhood play 
settings than .on adventure playgrounds. Thus the picture as it has emerged to 
this point is that it is a combination of the physical environment, the social 
characteristics of children^ and the interaction between^ physical and social 
variables that affects the type of play in which ch1 Idren eWgage, 

Insert Table 3 about here. 

Lastly^ we have found a type of trade-off or balance between^ designated 

^ . . -. , " ^ 

adventure playgrounds and neighborhood settings (Moore, Burger\& Katis 1979), 
While the advttnture playground seems to provide for considerably more 
cognitive play, and traditional playgrounds and playing fields f on motor play^' 
neighborhood settings are highest in social play . For instance, while 

cognitive play is high on adventure playgrounds (40% of observed behaviors, 

* ■ ■ - - ' - - =- " 

being construction or fantasy behaviors) ^ it is in the middle of the list in 

neighborhood settings .(7X-10% of the behaviors) . Converselyi sociil play is 

high in-neighborliood settings (42% ofvt wafch-tng, talking, or 
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walking in groups)^ but lower on adventure playgrounds (e^-lO^-f-sei Table 4)* 
Adults are mor^ in evidence 1n neighborhood settings, and tend to play a 
supervisory role, while playing a more Involved or observational role on the 
adventure playgrounds (Table 5), What 'seems to be emerging is a type of 
complementary reVationship among various settings--no one type of play setti^ 
seems to provide for all of children*s play activities and developmental \^ 
needSs. and while one provides for one type of play, others including adventure 
playgrounds and neighborhood play settings provide for other types of plrfy and 
deyelopment. . - 

Insert Table 4 about here _„ . . =_.^ . ^ — 

Insert Table 5 about here ' ' - " _ 

This interpretation is concordant with the environmental Ty based theory 
of play suggested at the beginning of jny paper,. The evidence supports four 
components! of the theory that there are three important components to 
play--cogni tjyes motor, and sociaT-emotldnal ; that development througli ^lay is V 
.'an interactioh of the child withThJs or her total environment; that adults and 
significant others pli^ an nmporti^t^vrole in interaction with thp environment; . 
and, therefore j that development through play is a function of the, total , 
socip-physical environment. The findings support the interactipnal-ecologic'al 
theory of child-environment relations, and point out some. of the linkages 
between the architecturally designed environment and thg social, system as they 
Independently and in concert inf luence development, . . 
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IMPLICATIOfiS FOR A NEW APPROACH TO THF PLANNING AND DESIGN OF PLAY. ENV IRONfCNTS 

Tne current state of the art of the research literature leads us to some ^ 
new Implications for environmental policy and for the planning and design of 
pVay environments. I'd like to b^^riefly summarize a few of them herer This isi' - 
part of ongoing work which we hope will be sumTiarized 1h a book in the not too 
distant future (in the meantime^ an interim report is availablei see Coheu, 
Hill, 'Lane, McGinty & Moore, 1579). ^ -^^^ 
o. First, I think we must develop environmental policy for "play 

e»vironinenti," and not just the limited notion of play- --grounds" as 
Stat 1 c en 1 1 ties 1 ocated 1=n we 1 1 -d ef i ned 1 oc aMons ,_:__Ihe Jot a _ , 
^environment is the setting for play. All environmental settings are 
he necessary subject matter of both research- and design. We must 




stop our myopia_attention on playgrounds, and look at, the total 
environment of play 



• ■ ,- . . . . -^-^ V 
Insert Figure 2 Ibout here 



b ISecond, policy makers, recreation leaders^ and educators should 
^ provide for the full variety of play activities, not just motor or 
physical play. We need to provide for cogiritive, soci^lf1,3;and motor 
play^^. and for their integration, . 

^ y " ■ / " ^- . : • ' -\ : - - . 

0^ Third, planners should; provide al 1 three types;of designated play 



environments discussed in the research literatures-traditional, -\.y- i^:i 
contemporary and adventure, designed. Different types of play have 
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been fourtd to occur on each. No one fs sufficient for chndren's 
nteds. All three types coiTiplement each other and should be provided 
in proximity to each other. 

Insert Figure 4 (a, b, cX about here 



o Fourth/ planners and '^'designers should provide not only for the play 
of children but also for the interaction of children with older 



siblings^ adultSj and significant dthers, in other words, providing 
fbr the total ecology of the socio-physical environment of play. 



This means providing opporturvitles for adults of al l^ge^^ J^e^ . _ 
involved with children, rather than segretating chi Idren 's areas from 
adult areas* ^ . / 



Insert Figure 5 about here 
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0 Fifth, planners and designers should also provide a variety of types 
of play environment's at 'a variety of different^ but appropriate 
: locations, e,g*, adventure, play yards, in housing areas, 1n small and 
large parkSsvahd adjacent to youtff activity centers,' contemporary . T . 

. ■ ■ ■ 

play environments in shopping centers, at amusement parks, and dotted 
throughout inner-cities j etc.. No one type. of location Is sufficient,^ 




d Sixthj we should provide not only well-known types of play 

environments but should also develop and study new notions of play 
environments^ 1 ike natural play environments where children can play 
with nature^ and both the European style adventure and Swedish and 
"Canadian style of creative play environments where children of all 
ages can build and develop through doing. 

Insert Figure 6 (apb^c) about here, 

0 Seventh, we should provide not only for these new and innovative 

^types^ of designated-pl ay environment sv but"^^^ 

"for the whole fabric, of children*s play in urban^ suburban, and rural 
environments. Here I refer to paying particular and special 
_ . ^ attention t"d the "neljgKborhood of play" including developed play 

^areas, paved play areas for ball play and informal motpr play, grassy 
areas for formal and i nfonnal games f^ all ages, and a variety of 
play areas for different age groups--and all of these within the 
normal fabric of .the neighborhood. ' ^ 

Insert Figure 7 about here \ 

■' ■ . , . . . ■ " \ - ; ■ . - • ; : ■ 

■ 0 Eighth^ recreation and urban planners shouTd provide what we have 
called a "tiered park system"-^a* planned system of district parks 
^ and play areas ranging in scale from Intermediate sized district' 
. parks through "small vest-pocket parks in resiflentlal aWas/ to - / 
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* special play areas at other chndren* s f acil itias like schools, youth , 
activity centers^ and child care centers, right down to neighborhood 
based play areas. 

Insert Figure 8 about here 

0 Ninth, we should work to provide what we call "home-based play yards" 
by rethinking the entire^dfrsign, or adaptive redesign, of residential, 
areas so that play d eve 1 ppmenraTl^appfopr i ate ^^Tnore" r e ad tl yTWQ?^ 
cjose to home. ..^ . _ ^ = — 



Insert Figure 9 (a, b) about here . 

0 Tenth, we still need special Integrated play environments, or what ' 
. are called in much of Scandinavia, ''comprehensive play environments j' 
. for all ages and for all types of play--infantSt toddlers, - . ' 



preschoolers, school-age children, adults--and developed play areas 
■ as well as grassy areas, natural areas, and.hard surface areas, and 

_ including adventure, creative, and natural play yards. ' ^ 

Insert Figure TO (a, b,o) about here . _ . 

0 Eleventh, to tie it all together, we must repair Jour neighborhoods 
to provide for a "network of play" by 1 inking together al 1 the other 
elements of the play environment system and thus provide paths to and 
from the chl Id ' r home and to and from other pa^rks, sctools, and 
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favorite children's places, and provide for safe play opportunities 
along the way. 

There are many more implications from the current research on ' 
play-environment relations that cotild be discussed. But I hope these eleven 
will begin to show that the research is both of theoretical interest (very 
importanct to the growth of our field for we need to discover and understand 
more about the environmental components of play) and of practical importance 
to educators, policy makers, planners and designers. The research to date as 
I read it,*suggests some very Important cohclusions that run in the face of 
"standard operating propedurfe,'' al 1 across the country (for example the 
preponderance of traditional, catalogue-selected playgrounds while the 
literature shows they support only one aspec.t of child development, and even 
that not very well after about the second or^ third 'grades or even more 
pointedly, the continued attention to designated playgrounds even of more 
innovative type despite the wlUrepl icated finding that children spend up to 
85% of_tbeJjij)Utdoor time. in other, neighborhood and home-based play settings) 

I would like to conclude this^ifpi^r-w1th__a_ wonderf uV from Edith 

Cobb (1977), a very wise perspn writing about the ecology of iTTiaginati on in 
childhood, and who said the following^ 

"The study of the child in nature, culture, and society reveals, 
that there is a special period, the Tittle understood prepubescent, , 
halcyon middle age of childhood, approximately from five or six to 
eleven or twelve, between the strivings' of animal, infancy and the ^^"^^C 
storms of adolescence--when the natural world is experienced in . '1 
some happy, evocative way,- producing in the child a senss of pi^ofpund 
continuity with naturaV processes.-' = 



24 , • 

Reference notes ^ ^ * 

1, The behavior inipping Instrument used In this study, along with "/ 
instructions for Its usss are available by writing to the Center for 
• Architecture and Urban Planning Research^ University of 
- 'Wisconsin-Mi Iwaukeer Milwaukee, Wr / - 
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Table 1 



Frequencies and Proportions of Types of Play Observed 
(N=814 cases) in Adventure Playground and Neighborhood Play ■Stttlngs 



Sod al -motor 
Motor 

Cognitive-motor. 

Cognitive, 

Social-cognitive 

SoG+a4= — — — 



Totals 



Neighborhood Play 
Adventure Playground Settings 

■ Freq Prop Freg Prop 



24 
33 
6 
161 

38 



400 



*A11 2x5 tablts; dfM. 

*p» < .05 
'*p < .01 " 
'*p < .001 



.06 
.08 
.02 
.40 
.10. 



299 
181 
142 
165 
143 



1615 



.19 
.11 
.09 
.10 
.09 



14.19** 

4.99 , 

6.49 
22.50*** 

8.54 

9765*~ 



Tabli 2 



Frequencies and Propbrtions of Constructive, Fantasy, and 
Cooperative Play (N'814 casis) in Adventuri Playground and 
Neighborhood Play Settings 



_^ Neighborhood Play.- \- ^ 

l^clventurie "IP lay ground Settings X 

Freq Prop Frtq Prop - . 



Totals ^ ^ 733^ .68 ' 2758^ .25 



a 



Constructivi Play 151 .21 43 ,02 213*23*** 

Fantasy Play . [ ZX - ,04 51 ,02 17.18** 



Cooperative Play 313 .43 . 585 ,21 9.61 



* 



®A11 df^4. ^ ' 

^Totals Include all 26 behaviors observed including 6 levels of solitary 
to cooperative play. . 

.. *p < .05 . ■- - ' . 



p < .001 
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Table 5 



Proportion of the Time that Different Types of Interactions 
Occurin Adventure Playground and Neighborhood Play Settings 



Age 

S^me-Age^ro u p s 



n Hlxed-Agi Groups 
Gender 

Same-Gender Groups 

M i xt d - Ge rii a F~GFoupI ° 
Ethnicity • . 

Samg-Ethm'c Groups 

Mixed-Ethnic Groups 
Person/People With 

Self Only. ■ 

Other Peers 

Teenagers 
. Adults V-:.- 



■^ote-crf-Other Persbn, 

Involved 
- Supervising 

Survtillanct 



Adventure 
Playground 



Ntighborhood 
Play Settings 



- .84 
' .16 

.75 

1.00 
.00 

.66 
.32 
.01 

~r02- - 



.27 
.03 
.70 



.77 
.23 

.75 
.25 

.99 
.01 

.59 . 
.00 
.06 ' 
.35 



.15 
,45 
.40 



p < .001 • , 

m ■ . , - , . 

Source- From Moore, Burger SKatz (1979) 



3". 43 



.00 



.00 



265.82 



34., 99 



RECON^tENDED APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS FOR DIFFERENT TYRES OF OUTDOOR PLAY ENVIRONMENTS 

APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS 
Child Oriented Facilities Painily Housing Areas - Parks 



Child Youth Elem. 8 FaSny Tlb^sing TOmily Housing Small Parks Large Parks V 
Care . Activity Jr, High Area/each 10 Area/each SO 3 to 5 acre 5 to 25 P 
Centers Centers Schools to 50 units to 100 units acres 2 



F OUTDOOR 
VIRONMENTS 



/ 



fds 



e Play 



re Play 



Play 



arning 
ments . for 
pped 



ensive 
rds 



After Cohen ^ Hill, Lane, McGinty § Moore, 1979V 



\ 

\ 



Figure Captioffis ^ - 

Figure 1* Neighborhood^ ObierVation Behavior Map ^ . 

Figure 2. Planning and design of the total outdoor environmint of play* 

(Figures 2 and e-^n from McGlnty, Cohen & Moore, ,1981* inustratlojis \ ^ 

copyright 1982 by Tim McGinty. Used by pemilsslon, ). 
Figure 3, Relationsho^ between 18 observable play behaviors and three fnajdr 

categories of play (motors cognitive^ and social)* (From Moore^ Cohen, 

Oertel & Van Ryzin, 1979)* " " ^ 

Figure 4, Examples of (a) traditional , (b) contemporary, and (c) adventure 

pi ay grounds, from Sydney, Austra1<laM» (From Moo re , 1983); photographs by 

the author* ) 



Figure S* Providing for the interaction of children with older siblings and 
adults* 

Figure 6, Diagrams for (a) natural, (b) adventure, and (c) creative play 



. F,1gure 7* Planning for the neighborhood of play, ^ 
Figure 8*. Integrating a variety of play areas Into a'tiered park system* 
Figure 9, Providing a ranje of different home-based play areas in immediate 
proximity to the home by redesigni,?i3: everyday neighborhood spaces: 
(a) overall diagram, and (b) detail of-m child-oriented back yard. 
Figure 10/ Comprehensive pi ay -environments for all ages, including 

(a) location relative to housing areas and the street pattern, (b) 
Internal organiiatlon, and (c) sketch axonometric view of what ai > y 
comprehensive play environment could look like, ' . . ; v 



40 . ■ ;, 
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Figure 11* Providing for the network of play by linking together all the 

other parts of the play environment system by a series of safe--and n_ 
playf ul--paths, incltidlng (a) oyerall |^h nttwork, (b) micro-climates 
for play along the way^ and (c) different types of designated mini-play 
areas along the way* ' ^\ 
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wheel toy play 



social -motor development 


sports 




infnrmAl nflll cismp^ 

'111 Iwl 1119 1 MQi i MQIII^^ 


motor development 


arris^ motor olav 




raiiCQLis d1 a V 




sidswalk games 


CQ gn 1 L 1 ve=mO lq r oeveiopmem 


ii ns mo xor p i ay 










■ 


number and letter games 


cognitive development 


toy play 




arts and crafts ^ . 




makirig/constructl ve play 




^ fantasy play . ^ 


social -cognitive development 


gardening and animals 




music and dance 




observing others 


social development 


talking 



picnicing 
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